REMARKS 

Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of this application. 
Claims 15-27, 32-36, 38-44 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent number 5,793,512 by Ryu, ("Ryu") in view of 
U.S. patent number 6,137,61 1 by Boivin ("Boivin"). Claims 28-31, 37, and 42- 
56 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ryu 
in view of Boivin and U.S. Patent number 6,650,840 by Feldman ("Feldman"). 

No claims have been canceled, added or amended. 

The Examiner has rejected claims 15-27, 32-36, 38-44 under 35 

U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious in view of the combination of Ryu with 

Boivin. The Examiner states: 

Ryu disclosed injecting a laser device (e.g., col./line: 5/25-35) 
but does not disclose externally injecting a narrow-band 
incoherent light signal into a light source capable of lasing . . . . 
Boivin disclose[s that] LEDs could be used as a source (1 of 
Figure 2 in Ryu) for a mode-locked laser (e.g., col./line: 6/20- 
25). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of invention to use the LED as injection source 
in the Ryu invention in order to gain inexpensive wavelength 
source since LEDs are known to be cheaper than lasers . 

(Office Action page 2) (emphasis added) 

However, applicants respectfully assert that independent claim 15 is 
not obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in view of the combination of Boivin 
with Ryu. 

Claim 15 states: 

15. A method, comprising: 

externally injecting a narrow-band incoherent light signal 
into a light source capable of lasing; 

suppressing the lasing modes outside of a bandwidth of the 
injected incoherent light signal bv injecting the narrow-band 
incoherent light signal : and 

locking an output wavelength of the light source capable of 
lasing within the bandwidth of the injected incoherent light . 



Application No.: 09/732,773 



11 



Docket No.: LEEC3022BEU 



(emphasis added) 



As acknowledged above by the Examiner, Ryu has nothing to with 

injecting an incoherent light signal into a light source capable of lasing and 

locking an output wavelength of the light source within the bandwidth of the 

injected incoherent light . Moreover, applicants assert that Ryu merely 

teaches and suggests injecting a coherent light signal into a laser to remove 

intensity modulations due to noise . Ryu discloses: 

The present invention relates to an optical communication 
system, of which a trunk line comprises an optical transmission 
fiber. This is particularly suitable for a coherent optical 
transmission system . (Ryu Col. 1, Lns. 5-9) (emphasis added) 

In the coherent optical transmission with Frequency Shift 
Keying or Phase Shift Keying, the amplitude of the optical 
signal is constant and not easily affected by the nonlinear 
optical effect. However, if intensity noise is generated by 
addition of noise, the intensity noise is converted to the phase 
noise as described above. (Ryu Col. 2, Lns. 4-9) (emphasis 
added) 

Recently, an optical communication system called the coherent 
optical transmission system to modulate a light by the 
freouencv-shift keying (FSK) or phase-shift keying (PSK) is 
disclosed . (Ryu Col. 1, Lns. 10-14) (emphasis added) 

Describing further detail, modulation applied to the optical 
signal output from the optical transmitter 1 is freguencv 
modulation or phase modulation which keeps the intensity of 
the optical signal principally unchanged. (Ryu Col. 5, Lns. 16- 
21) (emphasis added) 

Since the injection-locked laser device 5 has the function to 
eliminate the intensity modulation component only , the 
remaining frequency modulated or phase modulated signal 
component of the transmission light is unchanged. 
Accordingly, the output of the injection-locked laser device 5 
does not contain the intensity modulation component 
improving the signal-to-noise ratio. (Ryu Col. 5, Lns. 28-35) 
(emphasis added) 

In this way, inserting the injection-locked laser device 5 on the 
optical transmission fiber 2 allows the intensity noise 
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component generated during transmission suppressed , 
providing excellent transmission to be characteristics and long- 
haul transmission. (Ryu Col. 5, Lns. 40-44) (emphasis added) 



Ryu even claims that the disclosed invention is for injecting a coherent 

light signal into a laser to remove intensity modulations due to noise . Ryu 

further discloses: 

1 . An optical communication system for coherent optical 
transmission comprising: 

an optical transmitter for transmitting a coherent optical 
signal connected to one end of an optical transmission fiber; 

an optical amplifier for amplifying the coherent optical signal 
inserted in the optical transmission fiber; 

an injection-locked laser device for alleviating the intensity 
noise of the coherent optical signal inserted in the optical 
transmission fiber; 

said injection-locked laser device comprising : 

a semiconductor laser for alleviating the intensity noise of 
the coherent optical signal by regenerating according to the 
coherent optical signal sent from the second optical 
connector. 

(Ryu Col. 11, Lns. 24-50) (emphasis added) 



Thus, Ryu teaches and emphasizes to only remove intensity 
modulation by injecting a coherent light signal into a laser. The coherent light 
signal has the intensity modulation of that signal due to noise removed. 
Therefore, Ryu does not teach or suggest injecting an incoherent light signal 
into a light source capable of lasing and locking an output wavelength of the 
light source within the bandwidth of the injected incoherent light. 

Similarly, the Examiner states that "Boivin disclose[s that] LEDs could 
be used as a [light] source for a mode locked laser." However Boivin does 
not teach or suggest anything to do with injecting an incoherent light signal 
into a light source capable of lasing and locking an output wavelength of the 
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light source within the bandwidth of the injected incoherent light. Boivin 
discloses suppression of coherent Rayleigh noise. Boivin is titled, 
"Suppression of coherent Rayleigh noise in bidirectional communication 
systems." Boivin teaches that a main purpose of the disclosed invention is to 
provide "an improved technique for overcoming coherent Rayleigh noise in a 
bidirectional optical communications system." (Boivin Col. 2, Lns. 60-62) 
Thus, the Boivin invention overcomes attenuation in a coherent light signal 
due to the Rayleigh scattering effect. Boivin merely discloses that an LED 
may be used as a source of incoherent light. (Boivin Col. 6, Lns. 19-26). 
Boivin does not teach or suggest "injecting an incoherent light signal into a 
light source capable of lasing" and "locking an output wavelength of the light 
source within the bandwidth of the injected incoherent light." 

In addition, neither Boivin nor Ryu teaches or suggests anything about 
making " inexpensive wavelength source since LEDs are known to be cheaper 
than lasers ." The only document that even suggests such a concept is 
applicants' own application. The teaching or suggestion must come from the 
prior art and not from the applicants' own disclosure. (See MPEP 2143.01) 

Accordingly, the law under 35 U.S.C. § 103 presumes that the 
Examiner relied upon inappropriate hindsight if the Examiner 1) does not cite 
where the motivation to combine the references can be found within the 
references themselves or 2) makes a proper evidentiary finding of facts. (See 
Ex parte Hillver , 68 USPQ2d 1222, 1224 (Fed. Cir. 2003) and In re Lee , 277 
F.3d 1338, 1344 (Fed. Cir. 2002). The Examiner does not cite where the 
motivation to combine the references can be found within the references 
themselves or make a proper evidentiary finding of facts. The Examiner only 
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provided a personal conclusion with no supporting evidence that one 
reasonably skilled in the art would inject an incoherent light signal into a light 
source capable of lasing to produce a low cost light source. Therefore, Boivin 
and Ryu references may not be properly combined under 35 U.S.C. § 103. 

Further, the applicants assert that it would not be obvious to one 
reasonably skilled in the art to inject an incoherent light signal into a light 
source capable of lasing to produce a low cost light source after reading 
Ryu's teachings to only remove intensity modulation by injecting a coherent 
light signal into a laser and Boivin's teachings on suppression of coherent 
Rayleigh noise. 

Moreover, even if both references were properly combined under 35 
U.S.C. § 103, the combination would lack the limitations of "injecting an 
incoherent light signal into a light source capable of lasing" and "locking an 
output wavelength of the light source within the bandwidth of the injected 
incoherent light." 

Therefore, in view of the above distinction, neither Ryu nor Boivin, 
individually or in combination, disclose each and every limitation of claim 15. 
As such, claim 15 is not rendered obvious by Boivin in view of Ryu under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a). 

Given that claims 16-21 depend from and include the limitations of 
claim 15, applicants submit that claims 16-21 are not obvious in view of Boivin 
and Ryu. 

Likewise, independent claim 22 is not obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) in view of the combination of Boivin with Ryu. Boivin and Ryu 
references may not be properly combined under 35 U.S.C. § 103. Moreover, 



Application No.: 09/732,773 



15 



Docket No.: LEEC3022BEU 



even if both references were properly combined under 35 U.S.C. § 103, the 
combination would lack the limitations of "injecting an incoherent light signal 
into a light source capable of lasing" and "locking an output wavelength of the 
light source within the bandwidth of the injected incoherent light." 

Given that claims 23-27 depend from and include the limitations of 
claim 22, applicants submit that claims 23-27 are not obvious in view of Boivin 
and Ryu. 

Likewise, independent claim 32 is not obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) in view of the combination of Boivin with Ryu. Boivin and Ryu 
references may not be properly combined under 35 U.S.C. § 103. Moreover, 
even if both references were properly combined under 35 U.S.C. § 103, the 
combination would lack the limitations of "an optical power splitter coupled to 
the optical filter and the Fabry-Perot laser diode to route the narrow-band 
incoherent light to the Fabry-Perot laser diode to cause the Fabry-Perot laser 
diode to emit a wavelength-selective output that is locked by the narrow-band 
incoherent light." 

Given that claims 33-34 depend from and include the limitations of 
claim 32, applicants submit that claims 33-34 are not obvious in view of Boivin 
and Ryu. 

Likewise, independent claim 35 is not obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) in view of the combination of Boivin with Ryu. Boivin and Ryu 
references may not be properly combined under 35 U.S.C. § 103. Moreover, 
even if both references were properly combined under 35 U.S.C. § 103, the 
combination would lack the limitations of "each coherent light source capable 
of lasing to emit an output signal at a wavelength different from the other 
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coherent light sources and each output signal is locked by an injected 
spectrally-sliced narrow-band incoherent light signal." 

Given that claims 36-41 depend from and include the limitations of 
claim 35, applicants submit that claims 36-41 are not obvious in view of Boivin 
and Ryu. 

Likewise, independent claim 42 is not obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) in view of the combination of Boivin with Ryu. The Boivin and Ryu 
references may not be properly combined under 35 U.S.C. § 103. Moreover, 
even if both references were properly combined under 35 U.S.C. § 103, the 
combination would lack the limitations of "wherein each Fabry-Perot laser 
diode of the plurality of Fabry-Perot laser diodes emits a wavelength-selective 
output locked by an injected narrow-band incoherent light." 

Given that claims 43-44 depend from and include the limitations of 
claim 42, applicants submit that claims 43-44 are not obvious in view of Boivin 
and Ryu. 

Applicants respectfully traverse the other assertions by the Examiner 
regarding claims 18, 21, and 25 and the obvious knowledge one skilled in the 
art would possess. Applicants respectfully request documentary evidence to 
support these allegations in accordance with the PTO guidelines. 

The Examiner has rejected claims 28-31 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 

being obvious in view of the combination of Ryu with Boivin and Feldman. 

The Examiner states: 

Ryu disclosed injecting a laser device (e.g., col./line: 5/25-35) 
but does not disclose externally injecting a narrow-band 
incoherent light signal into a light source capable of lasinq . . . . 
Boivin disclose[s that] LEDs could be used as a source (1 of 
Figure 2 in Ryu) for a mode-locked laser (e.g., col./line: 6/20- 
25). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
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art at the time of invention to use the LED as injection source 
in the Ryu invention in order to gain inexpensive wavelength 
source since LEDs are known to be cheaper than lasers . 
Feldman disclose[s] an optical circulator between the 
incoherent and coherent light source. 

(Office Action page 4) (emphasis added) 

However, applicants respectfully assert that independent claim 28 is 
not obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in view of the combination of Boivin 
with Ryu and Feldman. 

Boivin and Ryu references may not be properly combined under 35 
U.S.C. § 103. Moreover, even if both references were properly combined 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103, the combination would lack the limitations of "the 
optical circulator routes a spectral slice of the incoherent light to the coherent 
light source capable of lasing, wherein the coherent light source capable of 
lasing emits a wavelength-selective output locked by the spectrally sliced 
incoherent light." Feldman's disclosure of an optical circulator in a branched 
optical network that uses a method to identify optical faults does not make up 
for the shortcomings of the Boivin and Ryu combination under 35 U.S.C. § 
103. 

Feldman is titled, a "Method for identifying faults in a branched optical 
network." Feldman teaches that a main purpose of the disclosed invention is 
to solve "a continuing need for methods that facilitate fault identification in 
optical networks and in particular, branched optical networks," and that "the 
principles of my invention [are] directed to a method for identifying faults in a 
branched optical network." (Feldman Col. 2, Lns. 13-21). However, Feldman 
is completely silent regarding "routing incoherent light to the coherent light 
source capable of lasing and the coherent light source capable of lasing 
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emitting a wavelength-selective output locked bv the spectrally sliced 
incoherent light . If a reference does not discuss a claim limitation, then that 
reference cannot teach or suggest that limitation. In fact, the Examiner 
acknowledges that Feldman does not disclose a light source that emits a 
wave-length-selective output locked by the injected narrow band incoherent 
light. (Office Action, Page 6). Therefore none of the references teach or 
suggest routing an incoherent light to a coherent light source capable of 
lasing and the coherent light source capable of lasing emitting a wavelength- 
selective output locked bv the spectrally sliced incoherent light . 

Therefore, in view of the above distinction, neither Ryu, Feldman, nor 
Boivin, individually or in combination, disclose each and every limitation of 
claim 28. As such, independent claim 28 is not rendered obvious by Boivin in 
view of Ryu and further in view of Feldman under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 

Given that claims 29-31 depend from and include the limitations of 
claim 28, applicants submit that claims 29-31 are not obvious in view of 
Boivin, Feldman, and Ryu. 

The Examiner has rejected claim 37 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
obvious in view of the combination of Ryu with Boivin and Feldman. The 
Examiner states that Feldman discloses an optical circulator between the 
incoherent and coherent light source. (Office Action page 4). 

However, applicants respectfully assert that independent claim 35 is 
not obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in view of the combination of Boivin 
with Ryu and Feldman. Thus, dependent claim 37 will also not be being 
obvious in view of the combination of Ryu with Boivin and Feldman. 
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As discussed above, Boivin and Ryu references may not be properly 
combined under 35 U.S.C. § 103. Moreover, even if both references were 
properly combined under 35 U.S.C. § 103, the combination would lack the 
limitations of "an optical power splitter coupled to the optical filter and the 
Fabry-Perot laser diode to route the narrow-band incoherent light to the 
Fabry-Perot laser diode to cause the Fabry-Perot laser diode to emit a 
wavelength-selective output that is locked by the narrow-band incoherent 
light." Feldman's disclosure of an optical circulator in a branched optical 
network that uses a method to identify optical faults does not make up for the 
shortcomings of the Boivin and Ryu combination under 35 U.S.C. § 103. 

Therefore, in view of the above distinction, neither Ryu, Feldman, nor 
Boivin, individually or in combination, disclose each and every limitation of 
claim 35. As such, independent claim 35 is not rendered obvious by Boivin in 
view of Ryu and further in view of Feldman under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 
Accordingly, independent claim 35 is not obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in 
view of the combination of Boivin with Ryu and Feldman. Given that claim 37 
depends from and includes the limitations of claim 35, applicants submit that 
claim 37 is not obvious in view of Boivin, Feldman, and Ryu. 

The Examiner has rejected claims 42-56 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being obvious in view of the combination of Ryu with Boivin and Feldman. 

However, applicants respectfully assert that independent claim 42 is 
not obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in view of the combination of Boivin 
with Ryu and Feldman. 

As discussed above, Boivin and Ryu references may not be properly 
combined under 35 U.S.C. § 103. Moreover, even if both references were 
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properly combined under 35 U.S.C. § 103, the combination would lack the 
limitations of "each Fabry-Perot laser diode of the plurality of Fabry-Perot 
laser diodes emits a wavelength-selective output locked by an injected 
narrow-band incoherent light." Feldman's disclosure of an optical circulator in 
a branched optical network that uses a method to identify optical faults does 
not make up for the shortcomings of the Boivin and Ryu combination under 
35 U.S.C. § 103. 

Therefore, in view of the above distinction, neither Ryu, Feldman, nor 
Boivin, individually or in combination, disclose each and every limitation of 
claim 42. As such, independent claim 42 is not rendered obvious by Boivin in 
view of Ryu and further in view of Feldman under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 

Given that claims 43-44 depend from and include the limitations of 
claim 42, applicants submit that claims 43-44 are not obvious in view of 
Boivin, Feldman, and Ryu. 

Likewise, independent claim 50 is not obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) in view of the combination of Boivin with Ryu and Feldman. The 
Boivin and Ryu references may not be properly combined under 35 U.S.C. § 
103. Moreover, even if all three references were properly combined under 35 
U.S.C. § 103, the combination would lack the limitations of "each coherent 
light source capable of lasing emits a wavelength-selective output locked by 
the narrow-band incoherent lights." 

Therefore, in view of the above distinction, neither Ryu, Feldman, nor 

Boivin, individually or in combination, disclose each and every limitation of 

claim 50. As such, independent claim 50 is not rendered obvious by Boivin in 

view of Ryu and further in view of Feldman under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 

Given that claims 51-52 depend from and include the limitations of 
claim 50, applicants submit that claims 51-52 are not obvious in view of 
Boivin, Feldman, and Ryu. 
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Likewise, independent claim 53 is not obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) in view of the combination of Boivin with Ryu and Feldman. The 
Boivin and Ryu references may not be properly combined under 35 U.S.C. § 
103. Moreover, even if all three references were properly combined under 35 
U.S.C. § 103, the combination would lack the limitations of "at least one 
Fabry-Perot laser diode that emits a wavelength-selective output locked by an 
injected narrow-band incoherent light." 

Therefore, in view of the above distinction, neither Ryu, Feldman, nor 

Boivin, individually or in combination, disclose each and every limitation of 
claim 53. As such, independent claim 53 is not rendered obvious by Boivin in 
view of Ryu and further in view of Feldman under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 

Given that claims 54-55 depend from and include the limitations of 
claim 53, applicants submit that claims 54-55 are not obvious in view of 
Boivin, Feldman, and Ryu. 

Likewise, independent claim 56 is not obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) in view of the combination of Boivin with Ryu and Feldman. The 
Boivin and Ryu references may not be properly combined under 35 U.S.C. § 
103. Moreover, even if all three references were properly combined under 35 
U.S.C. § 103, the combination would lack the limitations of "a plurality of 
optical network units that include coherent light sources capable of lasing . . ., 
which emit a wavelength-selective output locked by the narrow-band 
incoherent lights." 

Therefore, in view of the above distinction, neither Ryu, Feldman, nor 

Boivin, individually or in combination, disclose each and every limitation of 

claim 56. As such, independent claim 56 is not rendered obvious by Boivin in 

view of Ryu and further in view of Feldman under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 

Independent claim 45 is not obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in view 
of the combination of Boivin with Ryu and Feldman. The Boivin and Ryu 
references may not be properly combined under 35 U.S.C. § 103. Moreover, 
even if all three references were properly combined under 35 U.S.C. § 103, 
the combination would lack the limitations of "a central office that includes an 
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incoherent light source that generates a broadband incoherent light , a second 
demultiplexer , and a plurality of receivers that are coupled at the output ends 
of the second demultiplexer' and "a plurality of coherent light sources capable 
of lasing coupled to output ends of the first demultiplexer , wherein the first 
demultiplexer receives output signals from the plurality of coherent light 
sources capable of lasing to generate an upstream signal." 

Therefore, in view of the above distinction, neither Ryu, Feldman, nor 

Boivin, individually or in combination, disclose each and every limitation of 

claim 45. As such, independent claim 45 is not rendered obvious by Boivin in 

view of Ryu and further in view of Feldman under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 

Given that claims 46-49 depend from and include the limitations of 

claim 45, applicants submit that claims 46-49 are not obvious in view of 

Boivin, Feldman, and Ryu. 



Conclusion 

Applicants respectfully submit that the rejections and objections have 

been overcome. Applicants respectfully submit that claims 15-56 are in a 

condition for allowance. Applicants reserve all rights with respect to the 

application of the doctrine equivalents. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Bacon & Thomas, PLLC 



Dated: 17 March 2005 
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